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ABSTRACT

EXPLORING THE QUALITY OF LIFE IMPACT OF THE BLUEGRASS
DOUBLE DOLLARS PROGRAM
Food Security is a situation that exists when all people, at all times, have physical,
social, and economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food that meets their dietary
needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life (FAO, 1996). 17% of
Kentuckians are food insecure (Kentucky Department of Agriculture, 2016). This study
explored the quality of life (QoL) impact of the Bluegrass Double Dollars (BGDD)
program on Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) participants through
secondary data analysis. Utilizing the categories of quality of life indicators established
by The Commission on the Measurement of Economic Performance and Social Progress
(CMEPSP) the results from this study concluded that participating in the BGDD program
provides some level of quality of life benefits.
KEYWORDS: Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, Incentive Programs, Quality
of Life, Food Insecurity
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Chapter One: Introduction
The Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), the largest federal food
assistance program, has provided financial assistance to over 45 million Americans,
according to the 2012 report, “Building a Healthy America: A Profile of the
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program” created by the Food and Nutrition Service
Division of the USDA (United States Department of Agriculture, 2012). A report by the
Center on Budget and Policy Priorities’ (CBPP) found that in Kentucky alone, 666,000
residents participated in SNAP in 2016 (Nchako & Cai, 2017). While this assistance
provided help to increase the financial security of the participant, the same report by the
CBPP found that by 2015, 17.6% of households were still food insecure, or struggled to
afford a nutritionally adequate diet. Food security is a situation that exists when all
people, at all times, have physical, social, and economic access to sufficient, safe and
nutritious food that meets their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and
healthy life (FAO, 1996). Food insecurity on the other hand exists when a person does
not meet these requirements and addresses both the economic reality as well as the
‘quality of food’ reality of those participating in SNAP. Thankfully, a variety of
programs and incentives have emerged to address this in partnership with SNAP.
Bluegrass Double Dollars (BGDD), a program funded by the United States
Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) Food Insecurity Nutrition Incentive (FINI)
program, was established to help address the economic and nutritional gap among SNAP
participants. This program was created in 2015 to increase the accessibility and
affordability of healthy fruits and vegetables to SNAP participants and to support
Kentucky Farmers. More specifically the program works when a SNAP participant makes
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a qualifying SNAP purchase with their EBT benefits in one of the four participating
markets in Fayette County, Kentucky. They are issued a voucher for up to $10 per day
per person to be used specifically for the purchase of Kentucky-grown fruits and
vegetables. By offering financial incentives for SNAP participants to receive Kentuckygrown fruits and vegetables simply by making purchases with their EBT benefits, this
program is positively affecting both the economic and food quality issues classic to those
suffering from food insecurity. As of December 2016 this program has redeemed over
$35,000 for Kentucky-grown produce.
Evaluating programs such as the Bluegrass Double Dollars program is an
important link to understanding if these incentive programs are addressing the gaps of
food insecurity within vulnerable populations. Assessing the program’s impact on its
participants has the potential to help shape and structure current and future programs to
be more effective while also providing evidence of their benefit. In general, social service
programs seek to improve the lives of those that they reach, so it is imperative to study
whether or not incentive programs have an impact on a participant’s quality of life (QoL).
Measuring impact in this way can add great depth to this understanding.
Holistically, the Bluegrass Double Dollars program addresses the issue of food
insecurity that many low-income SNAP participants face. Evaluating this program in
terms of quality of life shows us a snapshot into a basic need: food. This program has the
potential to positively impact the quality of life of an individual’s health. That is the first
area that this study will address. Secondly, since this program is offered in an incentive
model, this program also has the potential to impact an individual’s economic security.
The program is offered in a physical environment that has its own potential barriers and
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challenges that could affect who participates and to what extent, so it is important to
assess how an individual’s environment (specifically their food environment) might
impact their QoL. Lastly, the Bluegrass Double Dollars program requires at least some
level of social interaction to advertise, conduct, and participate in the program, so there is
also the potential for the program to impact an individual’s social connections.
These four basic indicators of quality of life are based on the research done by
Stiglitz, Sen and Fitoussi (2009; 2010). These measurements are a part of a larger
understanding of how community factors can influence an individual’s quality of life and
are utilized in this study as an exploratory lens at which to evaluate the Bluegrass Double
Dollars program’s impact.
The importance of this study is two-fold. First, this study evaluated the multiple
types of impact that the Bluegrass Double Dollars program has had on SNAP
participants. Secondly, this study explored the use of quality of life category indicators to
gain a more in-depth understanding of the impact of this program and what it means to
the participants. This study utilized secondary data analysis of surveys collected from
Bluegrass Double Dollar participants during the first two years of the program’s
operation. These surveys were compiled and coded based on the four QoL indicators:
health, economic security, environmental conditions, and social connections. These codes
were then analyzed to explore if any themes from the results can be used to understand
the program in this way. The results of this study contribute to the literature on incentive
program evaluation as well as provide a justification for future research on the topic
including quality of life measurements to assess impact.
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Chapter Two: Literature Review
In order to more fully understand the importance of this study the following areas
of research have been reviewed. Food insecurity and the Supplemental Nutrition
Assistance Program (SNAP) demonstrate the background and importance of this study.
Incentive programs for SNAP such as the Bluegrass Double Dollars (BGDD) provide the
context for this study and finally the review of quality of life (QoL) research provide a
framework at which to seek to understand the impact that BGDD’s has had on SNAP
participants.
Food Insecurity
Though a concrete definition for food security has been widely discussed, it is
difficult to conceptualize because of the various elements it includes. However, a
definition emerged at the 1996 World Food Summit to define food security as a situation
that exists when all people, at all times, have physical, social, and economic access to
sufficient, safe and nutritious food that meets their dietary needs and food preferences for
an active and healthy life (FAO, 1996). True food security, in the total form from this
definition represents a small percentage of the global population, while food insecurity,
on the other hand, covers a greater part of the U.S. and global landscape.
About 1/6 of the developing world does not meet the criteria needed to be food
secure. This means that around 800 million people living in South Asia, East Asia, SubSaharan Africa, Latin America, the Middle East, and North Africa are food insecure.
Food insecurity is also plaguing the global child population. A staggering 132 million
children, age six and under, which breaks down to one out of every four children, are
projected to be malnourished by 2020. This is an unfortunate reality for those working to
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combat child hunger, but an even more dismal projection for those children affected
(Pinstrup-Andersen, Pandya-Lorch, & Rosegrant, 2001).
Locally, the state of Kentucky is not immune to the effects and symptoms of food
insecurity. From a recent study by the Kentucky Department of Agriculture, 17% of
Kentuckians are food insecure. This is higher than the national average, which hovers
around 15 percent. This same study, Map the Meal Gap, showed that “29.8% of
Kentuckians in food-insecure households have incomes above 185% of the poverty line,
making them likely ineligible for most federal nutrition assistance programs” (Kentucky
Department of Agriculture, 2016). While these families may have a source of income,
there are sources of competing expenses: housing, utilities, medical bills, car, and phone
bills leaving the difficult choice of food or one of the other essentials. The Map the Meal
Gap study provided a dollar amount to represent the “Food Budget Shortfall”, or the
amount of additional money needed to meet the unmet food needs of food insecure
Kentuckians; a staggering $346,164,000. While these statistics seem to offer little hope
for a solution there are efforts in constant pursuit of alleviating food insecurity and
unnecessary hunger.
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
One effort to decrease that unpredictability of food sourced-income that plagues
the food insecure is the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP). This
program, providing nutrition assistance to low-income individuals and families in the
U.S. by means of financial assistance, has had a long road to becoming the program that
is known today.
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Initiated during the Great Depression, and primarily as a means to support U.S.
Agriculture, the Federal Surplus Commodities Corporation (FSCC) designated a portion
of commodities to be marketed and used for domestic consumption by individuals in
need. However by 1939 this program was not meeting the needs of the population and so
began the first version of the food stamp program, designed to “increase domestic food
consumption through regular business channels” (MacDonald, 1977, p. 643). From 19391943 the model of the food stamp program served approximately 4 million people
annually, but due to World War II and the effects it had, was terminated from the U.S.
budget as a means to provide this assistance (MacDonald, 1977).
With the war over, the U.S. was aware of the domestic food needs and began
conversations about a new food stamp program. The 1961 launch of the food stamp
program was an improved upon version of the original program but ended up mirroring
its predecessor. Within just a few years the program was again modified to be the Food
Stamp Act of 1964. The efforts here were again two fold: 1) to utilize the surplus of U.S.
agriculture commodities and 2) to increase nutrition of the needy and hungry in America
(MacDonald, 1977).
In 2008, in an effort to decrease the stigma associated with Food Stamps, and to
increase the focus on nutritious purchase and consumption of foods, the program again
received a facelift. Called the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, some have
argued that the program has not changed so much other than its name. Specifically, “the
program has not been restructured to provide incentives for beneficiaries to purchase
nutrient-rich foods, to restrict the purchase of nutrient-poor foods with SNAP benefits, or
to strengthen the SNAP nutrition education program” (Leung et al., 2012, p. 1). While its
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actions are providing the supplemental funds to purchase the food, the administration of
SNAP is no more focused on the nutrition of the food purchased, as it was when it was
called the Food Stamps program and a supported commodity program (Leung et al.,
2012).
Participation. Even with the lack of improvement on its structure, SNAP is still a
part of the domestic solution to food insecurity. Participation in the program, starting in
2008, has fluctuated between over 28 million households monthly that year (Nord &
Golla, 2009), to 45 million people in 2011 (Ganong & Liebman, 2013). Even then, there
are more eligible people who do not participate. In 2004, for example, only 60% of
eligible individuals participated in SNAP, leaving over 15 million people that year
without the federal nutrition assistance provided by SNAP (Barrett & Poikolainen, 2006).
There are many reasons as why people are not enrolling, whether they cannot navigate
the application process, they have other restrictions that are keeping them from the
assistance, or they are weighed down by the stigma associated with participating
(Daponte, Sanders, & Taylor, 1999).
Food Insecurity and Obesity Paradox. With a great proportion of the population
utilizing the program it is also important to look at its quality. While the SNAP program
is providing food for the population’s poor, how well is it meeting that goal, and to what
effect? One topic of conversation around the structure of the SNAP program, and the
complexity of the food security paradigm in the U.S, is something that has been coined
the food insecurity and obesity paradox. Although this idea is not unique to SNAP
participants, its relationship has been studied and provides important information.
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Dinour, Bergen, and Yeh (2007), explored the relationship between food
insecurity and obesity. Food insecurity represents a lack of access to food globally, and
therefore should have a negative association with obesity. However, in the U.S. there is a
positive association. According to their findings this can be associated with a continued
trend of obesity from childhood to adulthood, the low cost of energy-dense food leading
to over-consumption, a decrease in frequency of fruit and vegetable consumption, and
finally the potential preoccupation with food which can have psychological effects that
can possibly affect weight gain (Dinour, Bergen & Yeh, 2007). Regardless of the reason,
the growing number of obese among the population is cause for concern and warrents a
closer look at SNAP’s role and responsibility.
SNAP Incentive Programs. The policy of SNAP currently does not address the
quality of food that individuals are able to purchase with their benefits. So, as early as
2008, programs began popping up that sought to increase the access and affordability of
healthy food for SNAP participants. One example of this is Wholesome Wave. This
nationwide program seeks to “empower under-served consumers to make healthier food
choices by increasing affordable access to fresh, local, and regional food” (Wholesome
Wave, 2016). They accomplish this by offering a financial incentive for SNAP
participants to double the value of their benefits at farmers markets to be able to purchase
local and regionally grown fruits and vegetables. Since farmer’s markets are not the only,
and often not the most accessible market for the variety of communities, retail and other
forms of markets are beginning to participate.
Bluegrass Double Dollars. While Wholesome Wave has impacted numerous
programs throughout the U.S., in Kentucky, a program called Bluegrass Double Dollars
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(BGDD) was piloted two years ago to be specific to the region. The mission of this
program provides incentives for SNAP participants to purchase Kentucky-grown fruits
and vegetables, increasing the affordability and accessability of healthy and fresh
produce. The program is currently offered at four participating locations in Lexington:
The Lexington Farmers’ Market, Lexington Market East End, Good Foods Co-op (a
cooperatively owned grocery store), and Fresh Stop Markets (a community organized
produce subscription service). The program works similar to other incentive programs
where when a qualifying purchase is made with SNAP Electronic Benefits Transfer
(EBT) cards, the customer receives BGDD tokens or vouchers (up to $10 per day per
customer) to be used only for the purchase of Kentucky-grown produce. During the first
two years, June 2015-December 2016, over 14,000 vouchers or tokens were issued and
with a redemption rate of over 88%, over $35,000 has been redeemed of healthy, fresh
produce.
Quality of Life
This last section of the literature review looks at the conceptual model that will be
used for the analysis of this project. Measuring quality of life (QoL) is an important
indicator to the health and success of a community, society, and individual. Capturing
what that measurement is has been a topic of debate. On the global scale, measurement
that assessed QoL had traditionally been based on Gross Domestic Product (or GDP).
GDP measures monetary value of goods and products, a quantified sum of everything
that is produced, signifying worth. That dollar amount designates a number that
represents a value. But are value and worth the same? It seems logical to match value and
worth when it comes to talking about amount of money, but what about when looking at
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the entire community, society or individual? This is where the GDP measurement falls
short in evaluating quality of life.
The medical field is responsible for questioning what defines quality of life and
what measurements should be considered in doing so (Brock, 1993). In terms of health,
the GDP measurement cannot account for everything. For example, how can the GDP (an
economic measurement) determine health? Health, a critical component when looking at
QoL, is defined by the World Health Organization as “a state of complete physical,
mental and social well-being and not merely the absence of disease or infirmity” (World
Health Organization, 1948).
Even with measuring wealth and health, research has found that there are still
other areas to consider when assessing quality of life. Market activity, discussed by
Stiglitz, Sen and Fitoussi (2009), or wealth, is an important aspect of QoL measurement.
Here, the GDP can provide information to this measurement. However, “much activity
occurs outside the market, and this too has imporant implications for societal well-being”
(Stiglitz, Sen, & Fitoussi, 2009, p. 38). They point out three limitations to sole market
activity measurement that focuses on resources: 1) if resources are involved in this
measurement, there are resources that cannot be marketed, 2) well-being is not only a
sum of resources but also aspects of life-circumstances, and 3)how we utlitize and value
resources can mean different things to different people.
Stiglitz, Sen and Fitoussi (2009), provide a conceptual framework for
understanding quality of life. Broken up into three components, the first is subjective
well-being. Subjective well-being is linked to an individuals perception on their own
happiness and satisfaction with life. The second approach “conceives a person’s life as a
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combination of various ‘doings and beings’” (Stinglitz, Sen & Fitoussi, 2009, p. 41) and
these functionings relate to how a person acts on them which result in their capabilities.
The third approach, most similarly resembling the market activity approach, focuses of
fair allocations, and gives weight to the non-monetary, beyond the market, aspects of a
person’s life.
Of the three components, subjective well-being relies on the subjective
perspective of the individual assessing their own situation. Their assessment is based on
many aspects but the two perceived to be the most important are 1) an individual’s
evaluation on their lives as a whole; and 2) their “actual feelsings, such as pain, worry
and anger, or pleasure, pride and respect” (Stiglitz, Sen, & Fitoussi, 2009, p. 42).
While the subjective understanding perceived by the individual is an important
point-of-view, the other two components rely on a more objective assessment based on
several factors. These are made available to people in different ways, thus it can be a
good reflection on a more objective understanding of their quality of life. The factors are
health, education, the balance of time, political voice and goverance, social connections,
environmental conditions, personal insecurity, and economic insecurity (Stiglitz, Sen, &
Fitoussi, 2009).
Health, probably one of the most common understandings associated with QoL
measurements when assessed at a national scare is often the combination of morbidity
and mortality, although there is not a commonly agreed upon measurement that assesses
both at once (Stiglitz, Sen, & Fitoussi, 2009). Measuing morbidity at a community level
can include the assessment of individuals’ height and weight, specific diseases, selfreports, and health professionals’ diagnoses (Stiglitz, Sen, & Fitoussi, 2010). Stigliz, Sen
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and Fitoussi (2010) recongize in their report that health inequalities have some relation to
people from lower occupational classes that have less income and lower education, and
thus it would be inaccurate to try and understand health independent of social class;
relevant as a national indicator as well as an indicator on a local scale.
Education is assessed because of the relationship that education can have on
economic production. Although it might not affect an individual’s earnings and
productivity as most commonly assumed, “there is a consensus that education brings a
range of monetary and non-monetary returns that benefit both the person investing in the
education and the community in which they live” (Stiglitz, Sen, & Fitoussi, 2010, p. 47).
These benefits can be associated with better-educated people having lower
unemployment and a better health status. But a criticism of this QoL indicator is in the
competencies; asssessment of students in higher education differ but for example, cannot
be compared to that of work experience.
Next, another aspect of quality of life is determined by how people spend their
time. This section is most understood by paid work, commuting, unpaid work, and leisure
time. Measuring personal time has been difficult to quanitfy because of the different ways
people can weigh their time. For example, being employed or unemployed can affect how
they would weigh their use of time (Stiglitz, Sen, & Fitoussi, 2010).
How an individual participates in the community around them is also important to
their quality of life. Political voice and the ability to particiate in local activities as well
as contribute to the local problem solving and decision making is an indicator of quality
of life. In the assessment of an individual’s participation in political voice and
governance, socio-economic status and its relationship to the freedoms allowed should be
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considered (Stiglitz, Sen, & Fitoussi, 2010), since socio-economic status has a
relationship with how much freedoem an individual has in participating in the functions
of society.
Social connections, next on the list of objective factors that can assess quality of
life, provide both direct and indirect effects on a person’s life. These connections, often
referred to as social capital can represent non-market assests that an individual maintains.
These benefits can extend an individual’s quality of life by improving health, probability
of finding a job, as well as the characteristics and resources of where people live. But
social connections can also bring negative outcomes. For example, belonging to or being
grouped in with a particular group of people can fuel violence or contempt with other
groups. In all, social connections can replace or substitute economic means because they
provide services to people (insurance, security), but can still be affected by the economic
means of the individual and the types of social connections that they have access to
(Stiglitz, Sen, & Fitoussi, 2010).
Environmental conditions can have an impact on an individual’s life in that
individuals in a community can benefit from environmental services (access to clean
water and recreation areas) and “value environmental amenities or disamenities and these
valuations affect their actual choices (e.g. of where to live)” (Stiglitz, Sen, & Fitoussi,
2009, p. 52). These factors are important to evaluate but have the opportunity to be based
on subjective understanding as well. Based on the lack of existing measurements to
evaluate this, Stiglitz, Sen, and Fitoussi (2010), recommend looking into people’s
personal feelings of their environmental neighborhood condition, grouped according to
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various classfication criteria because of the vast differences of the environmental
conditions across different communities.
Lastly, insecurities, both personal and economic, affect an individual’s quality of
life. Personal insecurity evaluates external factors that can put someone at physical risk.
These include crime, accidents, climate change and natural disasters. It can also include
the fear or threat of personal victimization or violence. Economic insecurity evaluates the
material conditions such as unemployment, illness, and old age and the “realization of
these risks has negative consequences for the quality of life, depending on the severity of
the shock, its duration, the stigma associated with it, the risk aversion of each person, and
the financial implications” (Stiglitz, Sen, & Fitoussi, 2010, p. 53). According to Stiglitz,
Sen and Fitoussi (2010) unemployment in particular can contribute to economic
insecurity when it is recurring and persistent and the consequences can be both
immediate and long term. Illness can be devastating in terms of medical costs, lack of
health insurance, and the financial repercussions this can have on the rest of their
financial burdens (debt, forclosure).
The work done by Stiglitz, Sen and Fitoussi (2009; 2010) provides a literary
representation of their quality of life categories. While they did not provide a pictoral or
visual model in their reports, Figure 1.1 is a visual representation of that model. Quality
of life (QoL) can be understood based on the equal representation of Subjective WellBeing, Fair Allocations and Capabilities. To break down Fair Allocations and
Capabilities to an objective measurement is to evaluate and analyze the following: health,
education, the balance of time, political voice and governance, social connections,
environmental conditions, personal and economic securities.
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Figure 1.1 – Quality of Life Conceptual Model

Chapter Summary
Throughout the history of government food programs, there has been an interest
in addressing the health and quality of life of Americans. While many food assistance
programs have gone through literation to meet differing interests, there has been a clear
goal of improving the health of the population. The obesity paradox heightens the need to
understand the relationship of health and SNAP participation. However, few programs
have attempted to identify quality of life in association with their programs.
Based on the lack of programmatic solutions to hunger and health, incentive
programs were created as a way to increase the accessibility of the quantity and quality of
food for SNAP participants. A program like Bluegrass Double Dollars could be evaluated
in terms of its impact and utilizing a quality of life framework provides a unique lens to
capture impact.
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Chapter Three: Methodology
The methodology for this project followed a secondary data analysis approach.
Secondary data analysis is an approach for analyzing data that has been previously
collected by a larger independent entity (Vartanian, 2010). This technique was practical
for this study because there was an existing survey data set, which captured the basic
demographic information of the participants. However looking in-depth at the impact this
program has had on a participant’s quality of life had not been evaluated. By looking
more deeply into the answers provided by survey participants in reference to the QoL
category indicators, essential information could potentially be learned about the impact
that this program has had. This study looked at the evidence of impacts in the responses
by participants in four areas of quality of life; health, economic security, environmental
conditions, and social connections.
Secondary Data Analysis Method
Secondary data analysis is defined by Glass (1976) as, “the re-analysis of data for
the purpose of answering the original research question with better statistical techniques,
or answering new questions with old data” (p. 3). This method has been used to
understand both qualitative and quantitative data in a new way (Heaton, 2008; Vartanian,
2010) or to verify the previously analyzed findings (Heaton, 2008). The use of secondary
data in analysis can provide an invaluable addition to the primary data collection to offer
new empirical generalizations from a previously inconsistent finding (Bottomley &
Holden, 2001). Qualitative data can also provide comparison to other types of data
collected and it can add additional depth to understanding the primary data (Corti &
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Bishop, 2005). Combining qualitative and quantitative methods of data analysis enriches
this topic.
The primary focus of this study was to answer new questions with existing data.
An important key to this in using secondary analysis is that it provides a separation from
the program design to the program outcome. Utilizing secondary data adds a level of
integrity and honest judgment of the responses (Burstein, 1978). Since the focus of this
research is diving into the quality of life impact of the program, the addition did not take
away from the instruments and original researchers attempt to evaluate impact. Thus, the
created research question and objectives from this secondary analysis specifically wanted
to gain a greater understanding to the impact that this program has had on SNAP
participants by evaluating their responses with the four QoL categories.
Research Question
What impact has the Bluegrass Double Dollars program had on SNAP
participants?
Research Purpose & Objectives
The overall purpose of this study was to explore the impact that the Bluegrass
Double Dollars (BGDD) program has had on SNAP participants through a quality of life
lens. More specifically the four objectives of this study were to:
1) Evaluate the impact of the Bluegrass Double Dollars program through the
quality of life indicator: Health
2) Evaluate the impact of the Bluegrass Double Dollars program through the
quality of life indicator: Economic Security
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3) Evaluate the impact of the Bluegrass Double Dollars program through the
quality of life indicator: Social Connection
4) Evaluate the impact of the Bluegrass Double Dollars programs through the
quality of life indicator: Environmental Conditions
Data Collection
Two rounds of surveys, provided by the Bluegrass Farm to Table office in
partnership with the City of Lexington, were distributed at the four Bluegrass Double
Dollars locations – Good Foods Co-op, Lexington Farmers Market, Lexington Market
East End, and Lexington Fresh Stop Markets – to participants between the ages of 19-65,
during the months of August 2015 and October, November, and December 2016. Survey
questions were a combination of multiple choice and open-ended questions (see
Appendix A). The same survey tool was used in each assessment. A total of 56 surveys
were collected. The surveys included a total of 22 items, and participants were allowed to
answer any/and or all of the items. Because each item was treated individually, this didn’t
affect the usability of the surveys; however, it did mean differing response numbers for
each item. This will be discussed further under limitations in chapter five. The answers
provided in the survey were analyzed and coded for themes that provided the information
to explore the research objectives. All participant names were altered to maintain
confidentiality.
Data Analysis
In order to evaluate the impact that this program has had on its participants, the
impact was measured in terms of the quality of life categories that were evaluated from the
survey. Measuring the effectiveness of this program to increase the consumption of fruits
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and vegetables was coded based on respondents’ answers to health and measuring the
effectiveness of this program to increase a participants’ purchasing power was noted by
the answers related to economic insecurity. Social connections and environmental
conditions were also explored to see how their relationship affected the effectiveness of
the program.
Coding is a tool to analyze qualitative data to find themes and meaning. According
to Saldaña (2013), “a code in qualitative inquiry is most often a word or short phrase that
symbolically assigns a summative, salient, essence-capturing, and/or evocative attribute
for a portion of language-based or visual data” (p. 3). In this analysis I coded the surveys
manually as opposed to utilizing a computer generated coding program. Saldaña (2013)
recommends manual coding for small scale analysis and also offers that “there is
something about manipulating qualitative data on paper and writing codes in pencil that
give you more control over and ownership of the work” (p. 26). Therefore manual coding
was appropriate for this research, and based on the small sample size and data to
manipulate it was practical to do so in this way.
In his work, Saldaña (2013) breaks down the different types and levels of coding.
My analysis method was based on the following explanation and summary of codes.
Coding is divided into two cycles. The first cycle is the initial work of the researcher to
give names to the data and it is broken down into seven subcategories: Affective,
Elemental, Exploratory, Grammatical, Literacy and Language, Procedural, and finally,
Themeing the Data. The second cycle coding methods dive deeper into the analysis to be
able to classify, prioritize, integrate, synthesize, abstract, conceptualize, and theorize the
data (Saldaña, 2013). For the initial stage of my analysis I utilized a grammatical method
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called subcoding. Subcoding is a process where different layers of more specific codes are
attached to a “parent” code (Gibbs, 2007). These parent codes with their subcodings, or
“child codes”, provides more detail to enrich the code for further categorization (Miles &
Huberman, 1994). This method was appropriate for this research because a main goal was
to analyze the content in search of themes that existed from the QoL research that was
explained in chapter two. Finally, my reported findings included a conceptual analysis of
the initial cycle codes found and what they mean in terms of quality of life.
For this study I reviewed the open-ended responses documenting the specific
words that came up, how often and in what context. I then grouped this information,
along with the results from the multiple-choice questions that were selected through that
specific theme, to conduct my analysis (full table of multiple-choice questions used
available in Appendix B). Examples of responses to the open-ended questions are
provided in the results. I numbered the responses and tracked the information by
informant using a “R1,” “R2,” and so on, system to identify the respondents.
Quality of Life Indicators and Subjective Understanding
Using the four indicators – health, economic security, environmental conditions
and social connection – as parent codes served as a way to analyze the subjective answers
provided in the survey about the program. This section will outline and explain in more
detail the four coded categories of indicators.
For the purpose of this study the theme of health is specifically understood in
terms of “healthy eating”. Healthy eating is defined in this study as “eating practices and
behaviors that are consistent with improving, maintaining, and/or enhancing health”
(Power, 2005, p.1). The Bluegrass Double Dollars program provides incentives for
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individuals on SNAP to gain greater access to and affordability of local fruits and
vegetables. This program only provides an increase in “healthy food”, including
specifically fresh fruits and vegetables. According to Walker, Keane and Burke (2010),
highly processed foods, high in fat, sugar and sodium contribute to poorer health
outcomes. On the other hand, healthy eating from a healthy diet (including fruits and
vegetables), according to Power (2005), is contributed to a healthier lifestyle. Giang,
Karpyn, Laurison, Hillier, and Perry (2008), describes fruits and vegetables as lowering
the risk of major chronic diseases in both adults and children as well as lowering their
body mass index. The specific words that were coded in this study under health are as
follows (Table 3.1) (with the full codebook and definitions of codes provided in Appendix
C).
Table 3.1, Health Codes
Parent Code
Health

Child Code
Eat Right
Healthy
Healthy Food
Veggies/Vegetables
Fresh/Fresher
Produce
Fruit
No Preservatives
Organic
GMO Free
Good food
Whole food
Natural eating

As referenced in chapter two, an individual’s health can be assessed based on selfreporting.
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For this study, self-reporting was utilized to gain an understanding of how this program
has contributed to an individual’s quality of life in terms of the theme of health.
For economic security this study focused on the financial benefit of participating
in the Bluegrass Double Dollars program. By “doubling” the participant’s SNAP benefits
this program has the potential to have an economic impact. There has been research done
on the effects of money to lower-income populations (the population of this program
based on SNAP income requirements) and quality of life. Diener and Biswas-Diener
(2002), examined if money actually increases subjective well-being and their findings
showed that in poorer communities it does. Diener and Oishi (2000), assert that income
has the potential to increase subjective well-being for poorer communities because it
allows people to provide for basic needs (food, shelter, and clothing). The Bluegrass
Double Dollars program provides a way for individuals to “double” their food purchasing
power. Answers on the survey that were coded for economic security are listed below in
Table 3.2. Each of these child codes represents an economic factor that was a benefit
outlined by the participant.
Table 3.2, Economic Security Codes
Parent Code
Economic Security

Child Code
More Money
Free
Savings
Helps people get
Local purchases
Extra
Affordable
Benefits low income people
More food
Lowers cost
Supplements budget
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This study was looking at an environmental condition; if the location of the
participating Bluegrass Double Dollars store had an effect on the participant and if the
program had an impact on the local food environment. In order to investigate this, Stiglitz,
Sen and Fitoussi’s (2009) explanation of environmental conditions was referenced for a
better understanding of how to survey the individual to gather their perspective on their
neighborhood. Specifically, this study considered environmental conditions in context of
the neighborhood or local food environment. The local food environment explains the
physical and social environments in terms of the types of products, prices, and
characteristics of the store as they relate to food-related behaviors and health (Cannuscio
et al., 2013). The local food environment has an effect on the types of food and diet of that
community (Morland, Wing, Roux, & Poole, 2002), and the physical environment can
affect health (Walker, Keane, & Burke, 2010). The location of the store could have some
effect on the participant’s quality of life, for example, if the distance to the store is a
barrier, this could have a negative impact. It is also a question on how that quality of food
being more readily accessible affects the quality of the local food environment. Cannuscio
et al., (2013) found that consumers did not only choose their shopping destinations based
on proximity, but that the quality of food matters as well, thus, “ensuring healthful options
in the immediate local food environment, or providing transportation to healthful options,
remains an important issue for vulnerable populations” (p. 611). The purpose of Bluegrass
Double Dollars aims to provide greater access in the local food environment of healthy,
quality food items. For this analysis, the questions relating to the participant’s zip code,
along with the market location were assessed as well as questions pertaining to
transportation to and from the market and frequency of trips. These factors were taken into
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consideration in understanding the subjective perspective of the individual’s
environmental condition, along with the suggestions and concerns of the participants from
the open-ended questions. Table 3.3 shows the specific item that was coded for
environmental conditions from the open-ended question that was analyzed along with the
multiple-choice questions from the survey. This will be further discussed in chapter four.
Table 3.3, Environment Codes
Parent Code Child Code
Environment
Fresher
Lastly, social connection was used as a category of quality of life indicators
evaluated in this study. Representing non-market assets, social connection was evaluated
based on the responses to the survey questions related to how they got to the market, how
they heard about the program, and also the open-ended questions about the benefits of the
program. The specific items that were coded from the open-ended questions had to do
with a key area of the program’s intent – benefitting the SNAP participant and benefitting
Kentucky farmers. Words that suggested potential of relationship to social connection
were coded for this category. This study utilized Robert Putnam’s (1995) understanding of
social connectivity by examining social capital in terms of these non-market assets and
relationships. The multiple-choice questions assessed levels of association with other
groups in the community, as connection with community groups is a direct indication of
social capital (Sobel, 2002). Table 3.4 displays the responses from the open-ended
questions that were used for coding for social connection.
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Table 3.4, Social Connection Codes
Parent Code
Social Connection

Child Code
Supports local business
Helps local farmers
Encourages local purchases
Support
Community participation
Serving Community

Duplicate Coding
The open-ended questions of the survey data that were coded were exploratory in
nature. The two question responses analyzed include: “Do you think there are benefits
associated with participating in the Bluegrass Double Dollars program?” and “Do you
have any final thoughts and suggestions about the Bluegrass Double Dollars program that
you’d like to share with us?” The responses to these questions had the potential to be
interpreted as impacts in multiple quality of life categories. The key terms selected for
coding were identified to represent the categories of the QoL indicators used in this study.
Some of the key words had multiple interpretations and are represented in more than one
coding list. In each case, I have detailed the interpretations below. When coding words are
represented in more than one QoL category, I have been careful to attend to the context
and meaning of the use of the term. For analysis purposes, words that have multiple
potential interpretations were analyzed in association with the use of other indicator
coding terms and, because of the possibilities of misinterpretation, held more strength
when occurring with other code word indicators in the appropriate context.
I categorized the child code “Fresher” in the health and the environment sections.
For health, “Fresher” could have meant to the respondent that the food was in its original
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form, a fresh fruit or vegetable, and held higher health value because of the freshness as it
may lose nutritional quality when ripening or aging. As an indicator for environment, the
answer of “fresher” was interpreted to mean that an emphasis was placed on the local food
environment to carry and provide “fresher” foods such as fruits and vegetables. This term
is appropriate for the environment category because it enhances the local food
environment by improving access to “fresher” food for SNAP participants, thus improving
the food environment of SNAP participants. According to Buttenheim, Havassy, Fang,
Glyn, and Karpyn (2012), with the increase of farmer’s markets being able to accept
SNAP electronic benefit transfer (EBT) cards; there has been an increase in SNAP
purchases of fruits and vegetables. The Lexington Farmer’s Market is just one of the four
markets in the Bluegrass Double Dollars program, and like it, the other markets
participated in the program by only incentivizing locally grown fruits and vegetables.
“Local purchases” was used as a coding phrase in both the economic and the
social connection sections. As a parent code in economic QoL, the term “Local purchases”
was interpreted as a benefit to a participant of the program as they are able to make
purchases locally resulting in using fewer resources traveling to the market. “Local
Purchases” as an indicator of social connections was interpreted as a benefit because a
participant would rather make local purchases because they know where and whom the
food is coming from.
Chapter Summary
Secondary data analysis provided a chance to more deeply understand the impact
that the Bluegrass Double Dollars program had on SNAP participants. By analyzing both
the qualitative and quantitative responses through a quality of life (QoL) lens, through the
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coding mechanics utilizing “parent” and “child” subcodes, the goal of this research was to
present the findings in a way that explain the categories of quality of life indicators that
appear to be related to the impact of the Bluegrass Double Dollars program.
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Chapter Four: Results and Discussion
This study was designed to evaluate the impact of the Bluegrass Double Dollars
program on SNAP participants as it potentially relates to four quality of life indicators:
health, social connection, economic security and environmental conditions. Results are
presented in two sections. The first section presents the descriptive findings of 56
collected surveys of participants of the Bluegrass Double Dollars program. The second
section looks at the impact of the program through the quality of life lens of the four
indicators.
Participant Demographics
As previously mentioned, this study reviewed 56 usable surveys that were
completed from August 2015 until December of 2016. The average age of survey
participants was between 36 and 45 years old with a range of 19 to over 65. There were a
slight higher percentage of female participants with 52%. In terms of ethnicity, most of
the participants self-identified as African American (48%), followed by Caucasian (39%).
In terms of the respondent’s annual household income, most participants identified as
Low Income (Less than $25,000/annually) (76%), followed by Moderate Income
($25,000-$75,000/annually) (13%), High Income (Above $75,000/annually) (4%). 7% of
respondents did not know their annual household income. 72% had three or less people in
their household. Table 4.1 provides the descriptive personal factors of the survey
participants.
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Table 4.1, Personal Factors
Responses
N=54

%

19-25
26-35
36-45
46-55
55-65
over 65

4
11
14
14
8
3

7%
20%
26%
26%
15%
5.50%

Male
Female

26
28

48%
52%

African American
Caucasian
Other
Hispanic/Latino
Don’t wish to share

26
21
3
2
2

48%
39%
5.50%
4%
4%

41

76%

7

13%

2
4

4%
7%

16
11
11
4
10
1

30%
21%
21%
8%
19%
2%

Personal Factors
Age

Gender

Ethnicity

Annual
Household
Income
Low Income (Less
than
$25,000/annually)
Moderate Income
($25,000$75,000/annually)
High Income (Above
$75,000/annually)
Unknown
Household Size*
1 person
2 people
3 people
4 people
5 people
More than 5 people
*N=53
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Quality of Life Indicators
The primary purpose of this secondary analysis was to explore how quality of life
indicators health, social connections, environmental conditions, and economic security,
existed in regards to the impact the Bluegrass Double Dollars program. This study
attempted to utilize a small, but representative, sample size to get a demographic picture
of the population and initiated an exploratory analysis to evaluate the impact the program
has had through a quality of life lens. They key findings are discussed below in regards to
the QoL category that they are coded for.
In addition to being represented through the multiple choice questions, the QoL
category indicators showed up repeatedly in the open-ended questions of “Do you think
there are benefits associated with participating in the Bluegrass Double Dollars
program?” and “Do you have any final thoughts and suggestions about the Bluegrass
Double Dollars program that you’d like to share with us?” These and the coded multiplechoice questions per indicator are presented below.
Health
It was determined that two multiple-choice questions (represented in Table 4.2
below), and both of the open-ended questions provided information on health to the
participants. In the survey, 100% (27/27) of respondents that answered the question
believed that the Bluegrass Double Dollars program encouraged them to purchase more
local fruits and vegetables. 15% of the respondents felt that there were challenges
associated with participating in the Bluegrass Double Dollars program but did not
provided specific examples or elaborations as to what the challenges were. 100% of
respondents felt that there were benefits associated with participating in the Bluegrass
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Double Dollars program and 26 responses provided examples of the benefits and these
responses in terms of health are discussed below.
Table 4.2, Health Results
Responses
N=27

Health

%

Do you think there are
benefits associated with
participating in the
Bluegrass Double Dollars
program?
Yes
No

27
0

100%
0%

Yes
No

27
0

100%
0%

Has the Bluegrass Double
Dollars program
encouraged you to
purchase more local fruits
and vegetables?

Health Indicator in Quality of Life Impact. In the first open-ended question,
“do you think there are benefits associated with participating in the Bluegrass Double
Dollars program?” the code for health came up in 20 of the 26 filled-in responses. The
high percentage of responses is significant because an objective of the program is to
impact the health of Kentucky SNAP participants. The high level of responses also aligns
with SNAP objectives of increasing the health of participants. Responses to this question
affirmed that the Bluegrass Double Dollars program was increasing the access to fruits
and vegetables - defined in this study as being a part of a healthy diet, providing more
healthy food for their families, and helping families “eat right”. Examples of health
related responses to the question included: “I can get extra veg. and fruits for my kids”
(R9) and “helps get fresh local produce to families homes.”(R5). In the responses, the
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word “vegetables”, “veggies”, or “veg.” came up a noteworthy 10 times, capturing half of
the codes for Health, and the word “Fresh” or “Fresher” appeared in 7 of the 20
responses.
The second open-ended question discussed a health related thought or suggestion
3 out of the 26 completed responses. Requesting the program to be open to more food
options and more availability to fruits and vegetables alluded to the program’s
desirability to keep growing and expanding.
Throughout the survey, including the multiple-choice questions and the openended questions, the impact of the type of food being offered in this program, fruits and
vegetables, appeared to be a benefit to the participants. Through this understanding it is
possible that the Bluegrass Double Dollars program has impacted the quality of life of its
participants based on the increase in healthy foods more readily available to them.
Economic Security
As mentioned in chapter three, there were four multiple-choice questions that
were coded for economic security. These questions are presented again in Table 4.3.
Economic security was also coded in the two open-ended questions, which will be
discussed in the following paragraphs. There was a slightly higher percentage of people
that shopped at a Bluegrass Double Dollars participating venue once per week (33%)
than multiple times per week (20%). 27% of the respondents claimed to shop at the
market at the beginning of the month.
Survey responses indicated that 36 out of 56 respondents (64%) used their
personal vehicle for transportation to the BGDD market, and with no one selecting public
transportation, bicycle, or shared vehicle as an option, the second highest response next to
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personal vehicle was walking to and from the venue with 18 out of 56 responses (32%).
15% of the respondents felt that there were challenges associated with participating in the
Bluegrass Double Dollars program but did not provided specific examples or elaborations
as to what the challenges were. 100% of respondents felt that there were benefits
associated with participating in the Bluegrass Double Dollars program and in 26
responses provided examples of the benefits and these responses in terms of economic
security are discussed below. As shown in Table 4.3, in terms of economic security of the
multiple choice survey questions, an overwhelming 76% or 41 out of the 54 responses for
this question classified their household income as being less than $25,000/annually
falling into the low-income category. This low-income threshold is the qualifier to
participate in this program since it is regulated by SNAP income requirements. This was
an interesting outlier in that not 100% answered as low-income. This could be because
respondents did not know their household income, nor fully understand the question, they
have multiple family units represented in their household, or they did not answer
truthfully.
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Table 4.3, Economic Security Results
Responses
N=55

Economic Security

%

How often do you shop
at your local market?
This is my first time
Once a week
Multiple times/week
Once a month
Once every few months
Other

3
18
11
4
5
14

5%
33%
20%
7%
9%
25%

Beginning of the month
End of the month
Other

15
4
36

27%
7%
65%

Personal vehicle
Public transportation
Bicycle
Borrowed/shared vehicle
Walk
Other

36
0
0
0
18
3

64%
0%
0%
0%
32%
5%

Yes
No

27
0

100%
0%

41

76%

7

13%

2
4

4%
7%

When do you usually
shop at your local
market?

How do you usually
get to the market?*

Do you think there are
benefits associated
with participating in
the Bluegrass Double
Dollars program?**

What is your annual
household income?***
Low Income (Less than
$25,000/annually)
Moderate Income ($25,000$75,000/annually)
High Income (Above
$75,000/annually)
Unknown
*N=56; **N=27; ***N=54
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Economic Security Indicator in Quality of Life Impact. Economic security as a
category of quality of life indicators for the impact of this program assumes a great role
based on the mere program design of doubling the purchasing power and essentially
being awarded free food. This assumption led to this indicator category being included in
the analysis and it showed up in multiple ways throughout the data. To begin, the
question asking for examples of benefits associated with the program had economic
security codes showing up in 19 of the 26 responses. The responses coded for words such
as “free”, “lowers cost”, “more affordable” and “savings”. One respondent simply shared
that a benefit of this program is to “get one free” (R10). Another stated that this program
provides “benefits for low-income people, they can still eat good food, my friend is older
so this helps him” (R21). The backbone of the program is providing a financial incentive,
and it appears that the participants of this program have recognized the economic impact
that it has the potential to have.
Economic security represented in the second open-ended question provides some
insight that while the program is beneficial, the respondents would find more benefit in
the program if it offered unlimited matching all the time (a promotional event the
Bluegrass Double Dollars program offers during certain times in a season where there is
no limit to the dollar amount a participant can double up in a day), or if the venues were
able to keep items in stock (an anticipated and understood challenge due to the nature of
offering local, in-season fruits and vegetables).
When looking at the answers from the multiple-choice questions relating to
economic security along with these two open-ended questions it can be inferred that the
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program design does offer a benefit to economic security increasing the quality of life of
the participant, especially with 76% of participants classifying as low-income.
The last two quality of life indicators, environmental conditions and social
connection, were not initially assumed to play a role in this program’s impact. However,
after researching quality of life my instinct as a researcher was to include these to see
how they impacted the program and participants. Though not as easily connected with the
program, both indicators have provided an interesting understanding of the program’s
impact from the participants’ viewpoint and will be discussed in the following sections.
Environmental Conditions
The same multiple-choice questions relating to economic security were used as
the code base for assessing environmental conditions (refer to table 4.3). 15% of the
respondents felt that there were challenges associated with participating in the Bluegrass
Double Dollars program but did not provided specific examples or elaborations as to
what the challenges were. 100% of respondents felt that there were benefits associated
with participating in the Bluegrass Double Dollars program and in 26 responses provided
examples of the benefits. These responses in terms of environmental conditions are
discussed below. It is important to keep these questions in mind when reviewing the zip
code mapping of the respondents and the venue locations. Also related to environment is
the question asking where else the respondent would like to see the program offered. This
question will be presented in the discussion section of environmental conditions.
Participant Zip Code and Venue Location. The survey captured the zip code of
each respondent and this is an important factor when understanding the participants and
their relation to the venue. Image 4.1 captures the location of the participating program
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venue as well as the respondent’s zip code. Table 4.4 represents the responses of zip
codes and the frequency. The following codes represent the four participating Bluegrass
Double Dollar venues:
LMEE – Lexington Market East End
LFM – Lexington Farmer’s Market
FSM – Fresh Stop Markets
GF – Good Foods Co-op
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Image 4.1, Market Location and Zip Code Map
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Table 4.4, Zip Code Results
Zip	
  Code	
  
40508	
  
40504	
  
40517	
  
40505	
  
40511	
  
40503	
  
40509	
  
40515	
  
40601	
  
40324	
  
40356	
  
40383	
  
40484	
  
40507	
  
41051	
  

Responses	
  
N=54	
  
19	
  
6	
  
6	
  
5	
  
4	
  
2	
  
2	
  
2	
  
2	
  
1	
  
1	
  
1	
  
1	
  
1	
  
1	
  

%	
  
35%	
  
11%	
  
11%	
  
9%	
  
7%	
  
4%	
  
4%	
  
4%	
  
4%	
  
2%	
  
2%	
  
2%	
  
2%	
  
2%	
  
2%	
  

The results showed that 57% (31 out of the 54 responses) live within three
different zip codes in Lexington, Kentucky. These three zip codes are centrally located
and are geographically close to at least one of the participating markets. Though the
location of the markets and the proximity of where the participant lived to the market
originally was assumed to be challenge of the program, this survey was only able to
capture the zip code of the participant and so there was no way to determine if this
proved to be a challenge to the participant. Also, since the participants mostly answered
that they took their own personal vehicle to the market, this meant that where they lived
didn’t necessarily prove to be a challenge of getting to the store. For those that answered
that they walked, it is possible that they lived within a close walking distance to the
market and were therefore able to participate without this barrier.
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Environmental Conditions Indicator in Quality of Life Impact. The openended question relating to the benefits associated with participating in the program
account for 7 responses relating to the coded word of “fresh” or “fresher” for
environmental conditions. As mentioned earlier, this term was also coded for Health, and
could have been used in that context. So while not as substantial of occurrence, I believe
it has the potential to be an important way to understand the benefit of this program in
terms of the local food environment. One respondent thought that a benefit of the
program was that it provided “Free Fresh Local Veggies” (R4), and another shared that
this program is “Really exciting. Fresh. No preservatives” (R14). As explained in chapter
three, the answer of “fresher” was interpreted to mean that an emphasis was placed on the
local food environment to carry and provide “fresher” foods such as fruits and vegetables.
Understanding this answer is important because this result points to the notion that the
program has the potential to enhance the local food environment by improving access to
“fresher” food for SNAP participants, thus improving the food environment of SNAP
participants. There were also responses that requested more venues to participate and
more counties to be represented. What made this response significant were the responses
in the survey to the fill-in-the-blank question of “Where else would you like to see the
Bluegrass Double Dollars program offered” (table 4.5). Based on these recommendations
for additional venues two assumptions can be raised. First of all, because the participants
were requesting additional stores to see the program offered in infers that they wanted the
program to grow and be offered more places. This can be understood that they saw the
program as beneficial. Secondly, it can be inferred that requesting the program to be in
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additional stores that it currently isn’t would actually increase the benefit of the program
to them, thus increasing the impact that the program has on their quality of life.
Table 4.5, Market Location Survey Question Results
Where else would you like to see the Bluegrass Double Dollars
program offered?
Anywhere that’s possible
Kroger
Kroger
Everywhere
Kroger
Regular store
Kroger
God's Pantry
Save-a-lot
Kroger
Kroger
Danville

Nicholasville
Kroger
Costco
Beaumont Kroger
Beaumont Kroger
Frankfort
Frankfort
Tates Creek area
Supports of the Farmer's Market
Everywhere they do KY proud
Everywhere

Social Connections
As referenced in chapter three, there were three survey questions that were
associated with social connection. In response to how survey participants prefer to
receive information about new programs associated with SNAP, the diversity of
responses varied. With the highest percentage of responses not represented in the answers
(other) at 33% of the 33 completed responses the second highest response was flyers with
7 out of 33 at 21%. When asked how they heard about the Bluegrass Double Dollars
program, however, there was not as much diversity in the answers. Again, not
represented on the survey led respondents to answer “other” at 57%. The next clear
choice for survey participants was word of mouth at 37% and only 2 of the respondents
heard about the program via social media or flyers. 15% of the respondents felt that there
were challenges associated with participating in the Bluegrass Double Dollars program
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but did not provided specific examples or elaborations as to what the challenges were.
100% of respondents felt that there were benefits associated with participating in the
Bluegrass Double Dollars program and 26 responses provided examples of the benefits
and these responses in terms of social connections are discussed below.
Table 4.6, Social Connections Results
Responses
N=33

Social Connections
How do you prefer to receive
information about new
programs associated with
SNAP?

%

Social Media
Newspaper
TV
Radio
Flyers
Word of Mouth
Other

6
4
3
2
7
3
11

18%
12%
9%
6%
21%
9%
33%

Social Media
Newspaper
TV
Radio
Flyers
Word of Mouth
Other

2
0
0
0
2
11
17

7%
0%
0%
0%
7%
37%
57%

Personal vehicle
Public transportation
Bicycle
Borrowed/shared vehicle
Walk
Other

36
0
0
0
18
3

64%
0%
0%
0%
32%
5%

Yes
No

27
0

100%
0%

How did you hear about the
program?*

How do you usually get to
the market?**

Do you think there are
benefits associated with
participating in the Bluegrass
Double Dollars program?***
*N=30; **N=56; ***N=27

42	
  

Social Connection Indicator in Quality of Life Impact. While the program in it
of itself does not aim to foster a social connection it was also my assumption as a
researcher to include this coding to see how it might play a role in the program’s impact.
The findings in the two questions about how they heard about the program and how they
prefer to hear about similar programs provide interesting insight about the program and
its participants. Though preferring to receive information about programs like this leaned
heavily towards social media (18%), newspaper (12%), and flyers (21%), none of those
outweighed how they actually heard about this program, word of mouth, being the heavy
majority (37%). While the efforts of the program to promote in a way that the participants
prefer - social media, newspaper, and flyers - it is possible that they are not reaching the
actual audience of participants. But secondly, it was interesting to see that the way they
heard about this program was highly through word of mouth. A few reasons could exist
here. One is that efforts of the program are indeed not reaching the audience, but another
reason could be that the program’s communication channel functions in a more organic
way through micro-level communication, such as word-of-mouth.
Another area that was coded for social connection was the multiple-choice
question about how the participant gets to and from the market venue. While this initially
was an assumption of mine to have great potential to speak to the social connection that
exists in the SNAP participant community, the response options did not allow for this to
be further examined. With 64% of participants answering that they use their personal
vehicle and 32% sharing that they walk, neither question allowed space for the
elaboration on if that is by themselves, with a group, friend, neighbor, etc. so I was
unable to gain a greater understanding to this topic without further research.
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In the first open-ended question relating to the benefits associated with
participating in the Bluegrass Double Dollars the theme of social connection came up 5
out of the 26 filled-in responses. Three of those responses spoke to the benefit that this
program provides for the local community and farmers in particular. This is an important
component because there are double-up programs that exist that do not necessarily have
an economic support system built in for the local farmers, but instead offer doubling
benefits for all produce, regardless of where it was produced and whom it benefits.
Bluegrass Double Dollars was intentional about this program supporting Kentucky
farmers and so these responses point to an important objective of the program design.
Examples of the program’s connectivity from farmer to consumer distinction included
that this program “helps get people fresh produce and helps the local farmers” (R7) and
that this program “supports local business” (R2).
The second open-ended question offering a space to provide final thoughts or
suggestions about the Bluegrass Double Dollars program solicited four responses that
were coded for social connection. Two of those responses affirmed the program and its
benefit to the community in particular. The other two responses offered suggestions to
better engage the community and promote the program.
A closer look at these responses provide an opportunity to explore that social
connection is at play in how much impact this program has on its participants. The
findings from the data analysis reveal that this is potentially important to the respondents
in why they participate in the program.
Lastly, capturing the intended benefits of this program can be understood from
one respondent in particular. They shared that because of this program,
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I was able to purchase fresh organic veggies I would not have been able to
purchase and the funds go directly to support the farmers that are growing it. It is
SO important eat as much fresh organic GMO free veggies to truly FEED the
body with life food. It is equally important to support the farmers that grow such
vegetables. I considered it a WIN-WIN and was very blessed to participate in the
program. (R15)
This comment, along with the others provided in Table 4.7 below, provided a voice of the
participants and strengthened the understanding of this analysis.
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Table 4.7, Qualitative Codes with Exemplar Participant Responses
Parent Code

Child Code

Direct Participant Quotes

Eat Right

"Help families eat right/healthy"

Healthy

"Help families eat right/healthy"

Healthy Food

"More money to get healthy food"

Veggies/Vegetable*

"More veggies for my kids"

Fresh/Fresher**

"Recently released from jail. Helps me get back on my
feet, especially on fresh produce. Increased quality of
life."

Produce

"Helps get people fresh produce…"

Fruit

"I can get extra veg. and fruit for my kids."

No Preservatives

"No preservatives"

Organic
GMO Free

"I was able to purchase fresh organic veggies…"
"It is SO important eat as much fresh organic GMO free
veggies to truly FEED the body with life food."

Good food

"…can still eat good food…"

Whole food

"Switch to whole food…"

Natural eating

"…natural eating on a good budget…"

More Money

"More money to get healthy food"

Free***

"Free fresh local veggies"

Savings

"Savings"

Helps people get

"Helps get people fresh produce…"

Local purchases

"Encourages local purchases"

Extra

"I can get extra veg. and fruit for my kids."

Affordable

"Makes it more affordable"

Benefits low income people

"Benefits for low-income people…"

More food

"More food"

Lowers cost

"Lowers cost of veggies"

Supplements budget

"…natural eating on a good budget, supplements
budget"

Fresh/Fresher**

"Fresher food and vegetables…"

Supports local business

"Supports local business"

Helps local farmers

"…and helps the local farmers"

Encourages local purchases

"Encourages local purchases"

Support

"…and the funds go directly to support the farmers that
are growing it."

Community participation
Serving Community

"…community participation"
"Keep serving the community as you do now."

Health

Economic Security

Environment
Social Connection

*Occurred 10 times; **occurred 7 times; ***occurred 3 times
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Chapter Five: Conclusion
Limitations
I recognize that limitations to this study do exist. I have categorized them into two
groups: limitations of data and limitations of methodology. The limitations of the data are
presented first.
One of the limitations of data is due to the variability in response rate of the
questions answered since participants were given the option to answer some or all of the
survey. This affected my study in terms of number of responses of some question items to
analyze (Rew, Koniak-Griffin, Lewis, Miles, & O'Sullivan, 2000). Second, the sample
size was small in relation to the larger participant population. The surveys were
anonymous and so there was the potential to have duplicate respondents because this
study combined two years of data. After more detailed analysis of looking at the original
data, I compared the surveys in terms of the demographic information that was collected
– zip code, age, gender, ethnicity, income, and household size – to assess how much of an
issue this was. Based on my analysis 17% of the 56 surveys collected had the potential to
be duplicates according to the demographic answers provided. Also, since the program is
ongoing, participants might have experienced different highs and lows with participating
and based on when they took the survey could have swayed their responses.
In terms of the limitations to the methodology, because this was secondary
analysis on a previous survey, a few limitations are present. In general, one of the major
limitations of secondary analysis “is that the data reflects the perspectives and questions
asked by the original investigators and may not adequately reflect the questions of
interest to another investigator” (Rew et al., p. 227). I was unable to control the questions
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that were asked in the survey and also the research question I was most interested in
might not have been the original intention of the surveys. Thus the analysis with this
research purpose must be taken into consideration in terms of findings, themes, and
assumptions. Defined by Heaton (2008) as “whether the results of qualitative research
can or should be verified in the same was as studies using statistical methods” (p. 40),
means in this research that while the surveys asked questions about what they liked about
the program or what benefits they found from the program, analyzing these answers
through the quality of life conceptual framework was an extrapolation beyond the
original intent of the data. As a researcher I brought in personal biases to this study. I had
a personal relationship with the Bluegrass Double Dollars program and I believed that the
program is beneficial and helpful to the participants, farmers, and the community. My
interpretation of the findings was consistent with these beliefs and had the potential to
create a non-objective analysis of the program.
Finally, because the nature of this research was an exploratory examination of
whether an association between quality of life and the impact of the program existed, I
knew that I couldn’t make any assumptions that correlations or direct associations existed
between the program impact and quality of life without further research on the topic.
Conclusion
The objective of this study was to explore the impact of the Bluegrass Double
Dollars program on its participants based on four quality of life indicators: health,
economic security, social connection, and environmental conditions. The findings suggest
that this program has positively impacted study participants. The findings show that
health and economic security are important to the participants. Through this exploratory
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study, several important concepts can be introduced, ultimately leading to important
discussions within this area.
Referenced earlier in chapter two, the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
(SNAP) provides financial assistance to over 45 million people (Ganong & Liebman,
2013) each year. These staggering numbers of participants are just beginning to take
advantage of incentive programs like the Bluegrass Double Dollars program. As these
programs expand, there needs to be evaluation focusing on hearing from the participants
about how it is serving them, what they would like to see improved upon, and how this
program can better benefit them. The research conducted here sought to better understand
the participants’ perceptions and could help incentive programs be more successful and
impactful than ever before. The findings suggest that there are quality of life benefits of
this program beyond the direct intended benefits. As incentive programs develop and
continue to be offered, more SNAP participants will be able to see the benefits of
participating and there is the potential to improve the nutrition and food security of SNAP
participants.
As discussed earlier, measuring quality of life seeks to gain a more personal and
subjective understanding to the community or situation that a person is in. This study
sought to gain that personal subjective perspective about the impact that a program has
had on them because of this value. Impact is more than just the number of participants,
how many vouchers issued and redeemed, dollar amount of redeemed product, etc. By
collecting surveys I was able to see the impact that this program had from the
participant’s perspective and what aspects of the program were important to them.
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This study was not meant to assert that the Bluegrass Double Dollars program
alone is attributed to a higher or lower life quality, but there is importance in asking the
participants how this program has impacted them, and trying to gain an understanding of
why. By analyzing the data through a quality of life lens, as a researcher, I am better able
to present this program as beneficial, not solely based on the statistical and hard data of
the program numbers, but along with perception of the program’s impact from the
participants themselves.
The Bluegrass Double Dollars is just one food assistance program that the
participants are utilizing, so it is not a goal of this study to say that this program alone,
and the findings, suggests that the overall quality of life for this population has increased.
However, the prevalence of incentive programs associated with SNAP are continuing to
pop up with the funding opportunities from the USDA’s Food Insecurity Nutrition
Incentive grant program and others like it. This study sought to make a case for the
importance of this program in particular to this community, but also the importance of
programs like this to continue to be funded.
Based on the results and discussion presented in chapter four it appears that the
Bluegrass Double Dollars program could support the following claims. First, this
program could support healthy eating by providing greater accessibility of fruits and
vegetables. Second, this program could support an increase in economic security by
providing financial incentives to participating and essentially offering free fruits and
vegetables for SNAP clients. There was information learned by also exploring the
program impact in terms of environmental conditions and social connection, though there
was not enough information from the secondary data to draw definitive conclusions about
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the QoL impact in these areas. Thus my understanding of the categories of Quality of
Life indicators that were used in this study indicate that the Bluegrass Double Dollars
program is a beneficial program and does impact QoL in multiple aspects.
Future potential research on incentive programs could focus on evaluation of the
program including quality of life measurements. Quality of life measurement “provides a
human dimension to measuring progress in broad issue or policy areas by allowing for an
integration of indicators that take into consideration and gauge people’s values,
preferences, and opinions” (Young, 2008, p. 1). Based on my learning, additional
researchers could pick up here and consider creating survey measurements that can
evaluate impact through specific quality of life indicators.
In summary, using a small representative sample of Bluegrass Double Dollar
participants, the findings have provided insight to the impact of the program with respect
to the four examined indicators: health, social connection, economic security, and
environmental conditions. As mentioned earlier, health and economic security both
appeared as benefitting the participants. Social connection and environmental conditions
were analyzed as a part of the study but did not provide enough evidence to be conclusive
on their impact. More studies are suggested to be able to determine the impact of
incentive programs through a quality of life lens.
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Survey – next page
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Survey	
  Questions	
  
	
  
1. Do	
  you	
  participate	
  in	
  the	
  Supplemental	
  Nutrition	
  Assistance	
  Program	
  (SNAP)?	
  
a. YES	
  
b. NO	
  
	
  
2. How	
  often	
  do	
  you	
  shop	
  at	
  your	
  local	
  market	
  	
  __________________	
  (insert	
  one:	
  
Lexington	
  Market	
  East	
  End,	
  Good	
  Foods	
  Co-‐op,	
  Lexington	
  Farmers’	
  Market,	
  Fresh	
  Stop	
  
Markets)?	
  
a. This	
  is	
  my	
  first	
  time	
  
b. Once	
  a	
  week	
  
c. Multiple	
  times/week	
  
d. Once	
  a	
  month	
  
e. Once	
  every	
  few	
  months	
  
f. Once	
  every	
  six	
  months	
  
g. Once	
  a	
  year	
  
	
  
3. When	
  you	
  aren’t	
  shopping	
  at	
  your	
  local	
  market	
  	
  __________________	
  (insert	
  one:	
  
Lexington	
  Market	
  East	
  End,	
  Good	
  Foods	
  Co-‐op,	
  Lexington	
  Farmers’	
  Market,	
  Fresh	
  Stop	
  
Markets),	
  where	
  do	
  you	
  normally	
  purchase	
  your	
  produce?	
  	
  
a. Name	
  of	
  store:	
  ____________________	
  
b. I	
  only	
  purchase	
  produce	
  at	
  this	
  local	
  market.	
  	
  
	
  
4. When	
  do	
  you	
  usually	
  shop	
  at	
  _______________________	
  (insert	
  one:	
  Lexington	
  Market	
  
East	
  End,	
  Good	
  Foods	
  Co-‐op,	
  Lexington	
  Farmers’	
  Market,	
  Fresh	
  Stop	
  Market)?	
  
a. Beginning	
  of	
  the	
  month	
  
b. End	
  of	
  the	
  month	
  
c. Other	
  	
  ____________________________________	
  
	
  
5. How	
  do	
  you	
  usually	
  get	
  to	
  the	
  ________________	
  (insert	
  one:	
  Lexington	
  Market	
  East	
  
End,	
  Good	
  Foods	
  Co-‐op,	
  Lexington	
  Farmers’	
  Market,	
  Fresh	
  Stop	
  Market)?	
  (Check	
  all	
  that	
  
apply)	
  
a. Personal	
  vehicle	
  
b. Public	
  transportation	
  (e.g,	
  bus,	
  trolley)	
  
c. Bicycle	
  
d. Borrowed/shared	
  vehicle	
  
e. Walk	
  
f. Other	
  	
  
	
  
6. Have	
  you	
  heard	
  about	
  the	
  Bluegrass	
  Double	
  Dollars	
  program?	
  	
  
a. YES	
  
b. NO	
  
i. If	
  not,	
  how	
  do	
  you	
  prefer	
  to	
  receive	
  information	
  about	
  new	
  programs	
  
associated	
  with	
  SNAP?	
  
1. Social	
  media	
  
2. Newspaper	
  
3. TV	
  
4. Radio	
  

53	
  

5. Flyers	
  
6. Word	
  of	
  Mouth	
  
7. Other________________________________	
  
	
  
(If	
  the	
  answer	
  to	
  question	
  6	
  is	
  NO,	
  please	
  skip	
  to	
  the	
  demographics	
  section)	
  
	
  
7. How	
  did	
  you	
  hear	
  about	
  the	
  program	
  (check	
  all	
  that	
  apply)?	
  
a. Social	
  media	
  
b. Newspaper	
  
c. TV	
  
d. Radio	
  
e. Flyers	
  	
  
i. Where	
  was	
  this	
  flyer	
  at?	
  ______________________________	
  
f. Word	
  of	
  Mouth	
  
g. Other________________________________	
  
	
  
8. Do	
  you	
  think	
  there	
  are	
  benefits	
  associated	
  with	
  participating	
  in	
  the	
  Bluegrass	
  Double	
  
Dollars	
  program?	
  
a. YES	
  
i. If	
  YES,	
  what	
  are	
  they?	
  
____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________	
  
b. NO	
  
	
  
	
  
9. Do	
  you	
  feel	
  that	
  there	
  are	
  challenges	
  associated	
  with	
  participating	
  in	
  the	
  Bluegrass	
  
Double	
  Dollars	
  program?	
  
a. YES	
  
i. If	
  YES,	
  what	
  are	
  they?	
  
____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________	
  
	
  
b. NO	
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10. Are	
  you	
  likely	
  to	
  shop	
  here	
  more	
  frequently	
  while	
  the	
  Bluegrass	
  Double	
  Dollars	
  program	
  
is	
  being	
  offered?	
  
a. YES	
  
b. No	
  
	
  
11. 	
  Was	
  the	
  staff	
  knowledgeable	
  about	
  the	
  Bluegrass	
  Double	
  Dollars	
  program	
  when	
  you	
  
received	
  your	
  voucher/token	
  or	
  redeemed	
  it?	
  
a. YES	
  
b. NO	
  
	
  
12. What	
  has	
  been	
  your	
  experience	
  when	
  using	
  the	
  vouchers/tokens?	
  (For	
  example	
  –	
  Were	
  
they	
  easy	
  to	
  use?	
  Difficult	
  to	
  use?	
  Do	
  you	
  look	
  forward	
  to	
  using	
  them	
  again?)	
  
	
  

________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________	
  
	
  
	
  
13. Has	
  the	
  Bluegrass	
  Double	
  Dollars	
  program	
  encouraged	
  you	
  to	
  purchase	
  more	
  local	
  fruits	
  
and	
  vegetables?	
  
a. YES	
  
b. NO	
  
	
  
	
  
14. What	
  locally	
  grown	
  fruits	
  and	
  vegetables	
  are	
  you	
  most	
  likely	
  to	
  purchase	
  with	
  your	
  
Bluegrass	
  Double	
  Dollars	
  vouchers/tokens?	
  
	
  
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________	
  
	
  
	
  
15. Where	
  else	
  would	
  you	
  like	
  to	
  see	
  the	
  Bluegrass	
  Double	
  Dollars	
  program	
  offered?	
  
	
  
1)____________________________________________________________	
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2)	
  ___________________________________________________________	
  
3)	
  ___________________________________________________________	
  
	
  
For	
  extended	
  interview	
  go	
  to	
  Last	
  Page	
  	
  
	
  
Demographics	
  
	
  
1. What	
  is	
  your	
  zip	
  code?	
  ___________________________	
  
	
  
2. What	
  is	
  your	
  age?	
  
a. Under	
  18	
  
b. 19-‐25	
  
c. 26-‐35	
  
d. 36-‐45	
  
e. 46-‐55	
  
f. 56-‐65	
  
g. Over	
  65	
  
	
  
3. What	
  is	
  your	
  gender?	
  
a. Male	
  
b. Female	
  
c. Other	
  _________________________________________	
  
	
  
	
  
4. What	
  is	
  your	
  ethnicity	
  (check	
  all	
  that	
  apply)?	
  
a. African	
  American	
  
b. Asian	
  
c. Caucasian	
  
d. Hispanic/Latino	
  
e. Native	
  American	
  
f. Pacific	
  Islander	
  
g. Multi-‐Racial	
  
h. Other	
  ______________________________________	
  
i. Don’t	
  wish	
  to	
  share	
  
	
  
5. What	
  is	
  your	
  annual	
  household	
  income?	
  
a. Low	
  income	
  (Less	
  than	
  $25,000/annually)	
  
b. Moderate	
  income	
  (25,000	
  –	
  75,000/annually)	
  
c. High	
  income	
  (Above	
  $75,000/annually)	
  
d. Unknown	
  
	
  
6. What	
  is	
  the	
  size	
  of	
  your	
  household?	
  
a. 1	
  person	
  
b. 2	
  people	
  
c. 3	
  people	
  
d. 4	
  people	
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e. 5	
  people	
  
f. More	
  than	
  5	
  people	
  
	
  
7. Do	
  you	
  have	
  any	
  final	
  thoughts	
  and	
  suggestions	
  about	
  the	
  Bluegrass	
  Double	
  Dollars	
  
program	
  that	
  you’d	
  like	
  to	
  share	
  with	
  us?	
  
	
  
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________	
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Appendix B
Survey Questions Coded
Question #
Survey
Questions

Question

Format

QoL Indicator

2

How often do you shop at your local
market?

Multiple
Choice

Economic Security;
Environmental
Conditions

4

When do you usually shop at your local
market?

Multiple
Choice

Economic Security;
Environmental
Conditions

Multiple
Choice

Economic Security;
Environmental
Condition; Social
Connections

Multiple
Choice

Social Connection

Multiple
Choice

Social Connection

8

Do you think there are benefits
associated with participating in the
Bluegrass Double Dollars program?

Yes/No; Openended question

Health; Economic
Security; Social
Connection;
Environmental
Conditions

13

Has the Bluegrass Double Dollars
program encouraged you to purchase
more local fruits and vegetables?

Yes/No

Health

Where else would you like to see the
Bluegrass Double Dollars program
offered?

Open-ended
question

Environmental
Conditions

1

What is your zip code?

Open-ended
question

Environmental
Conditions

5

What is your annual household
income?

Multiple
Choice

7

Do you have any final thoughts and
suggestions about the Bluegrass
Double Dollars program that you'd like
to share with us?

Open-ended
question

5

6.b.

How do you usually get to the market?
How do you prefer to receive
information about new programs
associated with SNAP?

7

How did you hear about the program?

15
Demographic
Questions
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Economic Security
Health; Economic
Security; Social
Connection;
Environmental
Conditions

Appendix C
Code Book
•

Health	
  	
  
o Eat	
  Right	
  –	
  Describes	
  choosing	
  foods	
  that	
  are	
  considered	
  to	
  be	
  better	
  
choices	
  than	
  unhealthy	
  foods	
  
o Healthy	
  –	
  describes	
  referring	
  to	
  mental,	
  physical,	
  or	
  moral	
  health;	
  
something	
  that	
  promotes	
  health	
  
o Healthy	
  Food	
  –	
  describes	
  a	
  food	
  that	
  promotes	
  mental,	
  physical,	
  or	
  
moral	
  health;	
  providing	
  nourishment	
  
o Veggies/Vegetables	
  –	
  describes	
  parts	
  of	
  plants	
  that	
  are	
  edible	
  	
  
o Fresh/Fresher	
  –	
  describes	
  food	
  that	
  has	
  been	
  recently	
  obtained;	
  not	
  
processed	
  or	
  preserved;	
  relating	
  to	
  health	
  because	
  it	
  has	
  not	
  had	
  the	
  
opportunity	
  to	
  lose	
  nutritional	
  quality	
  because	
  of	
  ripening	
  
o Produce	
  –	
  describes	
  farm	
  produced	
  crops	
  or	
  goods	
  
o Fruit	
  –	
  describes	
  the	
  product	
  of	
  a	
  tree	
  or	
  plant	
  that	
  can	
  be	
  eaten	
  	
  
o No	
  Preservatives	
  –	
  describes	
  not	
  using	
  a	
  substance	
  to	
  preserve	
  food	
  
against	
  decay	
  	
  
o Organic	
  –	
  describes	
  food	
  grown	
  or	
  made	
  without	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  artificial	
  
chemicals	
  	
  
o GMO	
  Free	
  –	
  describes	
  food	
  that	
  has	
  not	
  been	
  genetically	
  modified	
  	
  
o Good	
  Food	
  –	
  describes	
  food	
  that	
  is	
  healthy,	
  green,	
  fair,	
  and	
  affordable	
  
o Whole	
  Food	
  –	
  describes	
  food	
  that	
  has	
  been	
  processed	
  or	
  refined	
  as	
  
little	
  as	
  possible	
  
o Natural	
  eating	
  –	
  describes	
  food	
  that	
  has	
  undergone	
  minimal	
  
processing	
  or	
  little	
  to	
  no	
  preservatives	
  	
  

•

Economic	
  Security	
  
o More	
  Money	
  –	
  describes	
  an	
  increase	
  in	
  an	
  amount	
  of	
  money	
  
o Free	
  –	
  describes	
  something	
  that	
  does	
  not	
  cost	
  an	
  individual	
  any	
  
money	
  to	
  obtain	
  	
  
o Savings	
  –	
  describes	
  money	
  not	
  spent	
  
o Helps	
  people	
  get	
  –	
  describes	
  a	
  process	
  that	
  improves	
  an	
  individuals	
  
chances	
  to	
  be	
  able	
  to	
  obtain	
  something	
  	
  
o Local	
  Purchases	
  –	
  describes	
  a	
  purchase	
  that	
  keeps	
  money	
  in	
  the	
  local	
  
economy;	
  describes	
  a	
  purchase	
  resulting	
  in	
  using	
  fewer	
  resources	
  to	
  
travel	
  to	
  the	
  market	
  
o Extra	
  –	
  describes	
  something	
  in	
  excess	
  	
  
o Affordable	
  –	
  describes	
  something	
  that	
  is	
  obtainable	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  
amount	
  of	
  money	
  someone	
  has	
  	
  
o Benefits	
  Low	
  Income	
  People	
  –	
  describes	
  something	
  that	
  benefits	
  an	
  
individual	
  with	
  limited	
  income	
  because	
  they	
  are	
  able	
  to	
  participate	
  
based	
  on	
  their	
  income	
  	
  
o More	
  Food	
  –	
  describes	
  an	
  excess	
  in	
  food	
  	
  
o Lowers	
  cost	
  –	
  describes	
  a	
  process	
  that	
  brings	
  the	
  cost	
  of	
  something	
  
down	
  	
  

	
  

59	
  

Appendix C
Code Book – Cont.
	
  
o Supplements	
  budget	
  –	
  describes	
  a	
  process	
  that	
  completes	
  or	
  adds	
  to	
  
an	
  amount	
  of	
  money	
  	
  
	
  
• Social	
  Connection	
  	
  
o Supports	
  local	
  business	
  –	
  describes	
  a	
  process	
  that	
  aids	
  or	
  supports	
  the	
  
economy	
  of	
  local	
  businesses	
  	
  
o Helps	
  local	
  farmers	
  –	
  describes	
  something	
  that	
  focuses	
  on	
  the	
  benefits	
  
to	
  local	
  farmers	
  for	
  participating	
  	
  
o Encourages	
  local	
  purchases	
  –	
  describes	
  something	
  that	
  encourages	
  
people	
  to	
  spend	
  their	
  money	
  or	
  make	
  their	
  purchases	
  in	
  a	
  way	
  that	
  
benefits	
  the	
  local	
  economy;	
  knowing	
  where	
  and	
  who	
  the	
  food	
  is	
  
coming	
  from	
  
o Support	
  –	
  describes	
  something	
  that	
  uplifts	
  or	
  benefits	
  something	
  else	
  
o Community	
  Participation	
  –	
  describes	
  participation	
  in	
  the	
  community	
  
that	
  benefits	
  the	
  community;	
  the	
  people	
  that	
  are	
  participating	
  in	
  the	
  
program	
  
o Serving	
  community	
  –	
  describes	
  something	
  that	
  provides	
  something	
  
for	
  the	
  community	
  	
  
	
  
• Environment	
  	
  
o Fresher	
  –	
  describes	
  something	
  that	
  is	
  more	
  fresh	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  
proximity	
  of	
  where	
  it	
  was	
  grown/produced	
  to	
  where	
  it	
  was	
  obtained;	
  
an	
  emphasis	
  placed	
  on	
  the	
  local	
  food	
  environment	
  to	
  carry	
  and	
  
provide	
  “fresher”	
  foods	
  such	
  as	
  fruits	
  and	
  vegetables	
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